Soliciting customer feedback has become so prevalent that many customers expect it as a standard element of the purchase process. This prevalence is a result of substantial investment in marketing research by firms, totaling more than $10.6 billion (Bowers and Brereton 2015) , with more than $750 million set aside specifically for assessing issues like customer satisfaction (Inside Research 2012) . When soliciting customer feedback, firms may ask a series of closedended questions or simply ask customers what they liked or didn't like. What companies actually do with all this information has been scrutinized for some time (Fornell and Wernerfelt 1987; Homburg and Fürst 2005) . However, an overlooked aspect of this trend for requesting feedback is how the structure of such solicitations ultimately affects customers. Companies are hungry for customer feedback, but do they understand how their requests for feedback can influence their customers' attitude and behaviors?
We contend that requests for feedback indeed influence customers' attitudes and behaviors in important ways (Malhotra 2007) . 1 Research on mere measurement effects shows that simply measuring consumer intentions impacts actual behavior (Morwitz, Johnson, and Schmittlein 1993) . We build upon this, and propose that companies that start a survey by asking customers to recall something positive about their purchase experience increases subsequent sales. We propose that firms can experience an additional lift in spending above the mere measurement effect, essentially creating a "mere measurement plus" effect. This positive effect could emerge even if an initial encounter was not uniformly positive, because soliciting positive feedback at the beginning of a survey can guide a customer's memories in a way that stimulates more positive attitudes and behaviors. In this research, we examine how the structure of such surveys might affect subsequent sales. We investigate the impact of soliciting open-ended positive feedback on purchasing behavior, above and beyond mere measurement effects (i.e., above the gains achieved with asking for only closed-ended feedback). In two field experiments, we find that starting a survey with an open-ended positive solicitation does indeed increase purchase behavior. Specifically, in Study 1, we test the effect of such positive solicitation on repurchase, by soliciting feedback from customers of a business-to-consumer (B2C) chain via a phone survey. In our second study, we examine the customers of a business-to-business (B2B) software company and isolate the incremental purchase gains captured by closed-ended surveys and surveys that include an open-ended request for positive feedback.
Customer Feedback
Customer feedback provides an ideal opportunity to engage customers and promote loyalty. Solicited or unsolicited, customer feedback consists of the information and insights that firms gather from customers about their product and service experiences. In instances of unsolicited feedback, customers initiate communication to express their ideas, satisfaction, or dissatisfaction. In contrast, solicited feedback refers to firm-initiated communications that seek customer feedback on products and services (Challagalla, Venkatesh, and Kohli 2009 ).
Previous investigations of customer feedback have largely focused on the use of customer feedback, rather than solicitations of it (Fornell and Wernerfelt 1987; Homburg and Fürst 2005; Voorhees, Brady, and Horowitz 2006) . However, more research is exploring more proactive approaches to feedback in which companies actively solicit, monitor, and respond to feedback to promote product innovation, enhance service, and improve satisfaction (Challagalla, Venkatesh, and Kohli 2009, Griffin and Hauser 1993; Morrison and Bies 1991) . These kinds of proactive efforts give companies the opportunity to engage customers and manage the customer experience. 2 Customers who are asked to provide feedback on their experiences perceive service interactions as more efficacious and, in turn, become more satisfied with the service rendered (Berry and Leighton 2004; Morrison and Bies 1991; Ping 1993) . Nonetheless, prior investigations regarding proactive solicitation of feedback have not explored how asking customers to recall positive aspects of the experience influences customer purchase behavior.
Recent research on business practice, based on a survey of 813 companies, found that 86% of companies gather some type of feedback from their customers, with the overwhelming majority soliciting general or negative feedback (MarketTools 2010) . Similarly, the vast majority of academic research on customer feedback has also focused on negative feedback, or complaints, rather than on positive feedback, such as compliments (Gelbrich and Roschk 2011) .
Given the predominant focus on negative feedback by both companies and scholars, customers have been conditioned to equate feedback with criticism. For example, Ofir and Simonson (2001) found that when consumers were asked to evaluate a service experience, they became extra vigilant during the service delivery process, expecting that the company wanted a critical assessment, and consequently gave greater weight to negative events. Thus, even expecting that one will be asked to evaluate a provider's performance after a service encounter can result in enduring negative attitudinal changes.
Recognizing the prevalence of soliciting feedback in the marketplace and the powerful effect of putting customers in an evaluative mind-set, we believe that such framing of feedback requests demands more thorough investigation. We define solicitation frame as the valenced cue
incorporated in an open-ended solicitation prompt. 
Psychological Measurement Effects
In recent decades, consumer psychologists have noted "question-behavior effects" in studies of consumer behavior (Perkins and Forehand 2010) . As opposed to research on selfprophecy, which focuses on socially normative behaviors, mere measurement research focuses on normatively neutral behaviors (Dholakia 2010) . Field studies in this area have shown that simply having customers complete a closed-ended survey can influence subsequent behaviors (e.g., Fitzsimons and Morwitz 1996) . While concerted efforts have explored boundary conditions of measurement effects such as category and firm experience, respondent and firm characteristics, and the nature of the focal behavior (Dholakia 2010) , few investigations have considered the framing of the questions themselves. Given how positive (or negative) questions shape attitudes (Moore et al. 2012) , we contend that managers can amplify mere measurement effects to reap more positive benefits from their feedback efforts.
Most field investigations of mere measurement effects tend to rely on attitude accessibility as the underlying driver of subsequent consumer intentions and behaviors (Fitzsimons and Mortwitz 1996; Dholakia 2010; Morwitz and Fitzsimons 2004) , but when attitudes about past experiences are accessed, it can be as much about recreation as retrieval.
Memory is highly malleable; the process of remembering itself can rescript and reconsolidate our memories (Sara 2000) . The questions that prompt the retrieval process in the first place can modify our perceptions of the past (Loftus and Palmer 1974) . As Zaltman (2011) explains, episodic memory is far from fixed: "every act of remembering involves a reconstruction of information" (p. 42). Further, in this reconstruction process, "we add on feelings, beliefs, or even knowledge obtained after the experience" (Schacter 2001, p. 9) . Thus, the framing of solicitation for feedback guides the retrieval process and provides a new lens through which both the past and the future can be viewed. Consequently, we expect that when consumers are asked to recall positive aspects about a shopping experience, retrieval and distortion processes will combine to produce a newly fabricated (and more positive) perception of the past.
Retrieval and recreation are not the only processes at play when consumers are solicited for positive open-ended feedback. The open-ended format that invites them to then articulate these reconstructed memories also produces "memory persistence" (Yarbrough et al. 2013 ).
When memories are reconstructed and subsequently verbalized, the contents become even more vulnerable to external factors, namely the questions that elicited them in the first place, and the quality of the memory itself is also enhanced (Schacter 1996 (Schacter , 2001 . Therefore, giving consumers the opportunity to express their positive memories via an open-ended feedback format should make them more salient and accessible in guiding future purchase behavior than memories that were merely accessed (but never verbalized) in close-ended surveys.
In summary, a starting a survey with an open-ended positive solicitation -asking customers to recall something positive about their purchase experience -selectively filters a positive search through memory. As customers reconstruct and then articulate those positive memories, it fuels positive purchase intentions that have an observable impact at the cash register. Thus, we hypothesize that a starting a survey with an open-ended positive solicitation will lead to greater repurchase behavior than a survey soliciting closed-ended-only feedback.
Overview of Studies
While there have been a few notable studies examining mere measurement via field experiments (e.g., Fitzsimons and Mortwitz 1996; Borle et al. 2007; Dholakia and Morwitz 2002) (Morwitz and Fitzsimons 2004) . In the following section, the details presented follow the guidelines set forth by Simmons, Nelson, and Simonsohn (2011) .
Method
To test our proposed effect in the field, we conducted a longitudinal field experiment with customers of a large U.S. portrait studio retail chain who invites all customers, after each service encounter, to participate in a customer survey by calling the toll-free number printed on their receipts. For their participation in the survey, respondents received a promotion to be applied to their next visit. In collaboration with the retailer and their third-party provider of the feedback hotline, we agreed to modify their current feedback survey for one fiscal quarter (or three months) where we would assign customers who called the feedback hotline to one of two treatments. This time period was determined to be an adequate time frame to fill cell sizes and to not disturb the trend analyses that this firm uses in reporting to senior management. To be included in the sample frame, consumers must: (1) have had a transaction during our test period and (2) have completed a post transaction survey in the past. The requirement for completing a survey in the past was employed in an effort to reduce any potential selection bias related to individuals who may be predisposed to never provide feedback. The participating company requested that we assign only one-third of the customers to the positive feedback condition. Because of firm constraints, we could only test positive feedback versus closed-ended only feedback conditions. customers were invited to participate in the feedback survey, not all chose to do so during the study period. To control for this, as suggested by Chandon, Morwitz and Reinartz (2005) , we also included customers who chose not to participate in the survey during the fiscal quarter of our experiment (n = 5,338). Thus, our total sample consists of 27,066 customers (open-ended positive: n = 7,260; closed-ended only: n = 14,468, and those who opted not to complete the survey in the treatment period: n = 5,338).
We predicted that starting a survey with an open-ended positive solicitation (POSITIVE) would influence the degree to which customers would repurchase within one year of the solicitation, after we controlled for any effect from mere measurement (SURVEY) (e.g., Morwitz and Fitzsimmons 2004) . We also controlled for the cumulative nature of the customer's past experiences (positive or negative), and past purchase behavior, allowing us to incorporate historical aspects of the customer's relationship with the firm.
The key dependent variable in this study was total sales revenue per customer one year after the solicitation of feedback (SPENT$). We obtained longitudinal customer-level transaction data from the retailer. Given the nature of the service and typical inter-purchase times, we deemed one year an appropriate time frame. We controlled for the effect of past patronage of the service by using the previous year's actual purchases one year before the solicitation (PAST$).
Also, we controlled for historical customer experience quality by including measures of customer perceptions of product and service quality gathered from surveys completed in the prior four years, excluding the current purchase in the treatment period. These measures included quality of the physical product (PQ) ("Rate the quality of your portraits") and quality of the service experience (SQ) ("Rate how well we treated you as a valued customer"). We measured both PQ and SQ using a five-point scale (i.e., "poor/fair/good/very good/excellent"). We used the PQ and SQ variables because, in prior research, the cooperating firm had identified these two aspects of quality as most influential on repurchase. Using these historical averages (AVEPQ and AVESQ) allowed us to control for cumulative perceptions of the consumers (both those who completed a survey in the focal time period and those who did not) without having to use perceptual data from the focal survey that could potentially be influenced by the treatment.
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To test the robustness of our measures, we also developed a multifaceted measure of historic average quality assessment that combined historic PQ and SQ and items measuring perceptions of wait time, facility cleanliness, and employee friendliness from prior surveys completed by those in our sample. The results using the multifaceted historic average quality assessment are consistent with those presented here. We controlled for individual household income by using the most recent U.S. census data on average household incomes (INCOME).
We gathered this information using customers' residential zip codes. Our model is as follows: PAST$ = total sales revenue one year before survey; and INCOME = average household income.
[Insert Table 1 about here]
Analysis and Results
We used OLS regression with REPURCHASE$ as the dependent variable, measuring the total sales revenue in the year following the survey. The chi-square test of the model was significant (χ 2 = 5820.73, p < .0001, d.f. = 6). Table 1 Robustness Checks. We conducted robustness checks to determine whether the historical average perception measures of quality used in our model and the amount of feedback elaboration influence our results.
To test the robustness of our results given that we controlled for historic average perceived customer quality perception, we replaced AVEPQ and AVESQ with more objective ratings of the photographs (QUALITY) as measured by the store manager for the purchase in the treatment period. This check was done to ensure that these historical survey measures of product and/or service quality were not somehow masking the true effect of the open-ended positive frame on REPURCHASE$. Managers were asked to rate the quality of the photography on approximately 10% of the total sittings in their studios using a survey instrument that was independent of the treatment surveys and other archival measures already reported. Managers were trained to be expert observers to assess the quality of photographs across the different stores in the retail chain. Managers were asked to assess the quality of the photography using five items (expression, eye direction, creativity, posing, and use of props). Responses to these items were given using a five-point scale (i.e., "poor/fair/good/very good/excellent").
OLS regression results for REPURCHASE$ further validate our models such that the effect of SURVEY and POSITIVE were unchanged. See Appendix B for full results. To extend these results, we conducted a second follow-up analysis to assess if total spending increased conditional on repurchase (i.e., once a customer converted did they spend more). For this analysis, we ran a final regression model that was restricted to the sub-sample of consumers who had made a purchase that included the same independent and control variables and total spending as the dependent variable. The results revealed a significant effect for our treatment (b = 7.32, p < .05), suggesting that conditional on conversion, a positively-framed open-ended question at the beginning of a survey can result in higher total spending too. Taken together, the results suggest that the focal treatment is effective in increasing both conversion (repurchase) and spending once customers repurchase.
Discussion
This longitudinal field experiment provided robust support for our hypothesis that opening a survey with a positively framed, open-ended question will lead to greater repurchase behavior than soliciting closed-ended-only feedback. After controlling for the mere measurement effect, past total sales revenue (and transactions), historic average product and service quality, and individual income differences, we found that when customers are solicited for open-ended positive feedback at the beginning of a survey, they are more likely to repurchase, in terms of both dollars spent and actual visits in the year following the treatment period. To our knowledge, this is the first longitudinal investigation of the effects of open-ended positive solicitation on actual purchase behavior. By giving customers the opportunity to express their positive views, firms encourage them to reflect on the positive aspects of their experience, which in turn leads to increased repurchase behavior. As with many field studies, some of our constraints create limitations. Specifically, we were not able to have a "true" control group of individuals who were not invited/solicited to take the survey. We address this limitation in our next study.
Study 2. B2B Field Experiment: Assessing the Mere Solicitation, Measurement, and Measurement Plus Effects
Study 1 allowed us to assess the impact of starting a survey with an open-ended positive solicitation on real customer behavior. Due to constraints with the cooperating firm, we were not able to assess the baseline effects of mere solicitation (comparing the spending of a pure control group that receives no survey invitation to a group of customers who received a request to complete a survey, but do not respond) or some aspects of mere measurement. Thus, we could not establish a "true baseline" to compare the effects of the positive solicitation frame against.
To test this complete hierarchy of mere measurement effects, we developed a field experiment with a B2B software manufacturer. This study examines how open-ended positive solicitation can drive increased spending through a less personal medium (i.e., online survey)
where social biases should be less pronounced. It uses a shorter time horizon by investigating customers' response to a 30-day sales promotion across all treatment and control conditions.
Method
To test the effect of starting a survey with an open-ended positive solicitation on purchase intentions and behavior, we partnered with a B2B software manufacturer that continually tracks customer feedback among all free trial users of their software. In order to test the hierarchy of mere measurement effects, we developed an experimental design that created four customer groups (see Figure 1 ). These customer groups consisted of a pure control group that was comprised of customers who were never asked to complete a survey. Then, we identified a group who was invited to complete the survey, but opted to not provide feedback. The final two groups consisted of customers who received a survey invitation and opted to complete the survey. Half of these customers completed a closed-ended survey that was consistent with traditional mere measurement studies and the other half completed the survey that began with the positive solicitation request. This design allowed for a series of contrasts that tested the hierarchy of mere measurement effects by sequentially testing control and treatment groups across this design for each comparison. Figure 1 provides a graphical overview of the experimental design and references how each experimental group was treated in the analysis stage.
[Insert Figure 1 about here]
With respect to the execution of the field experiment, customers were included in the design as soon as they downloaded a free trial version of the software program. At that point, customers were assigned to either no survey (the pure control group), the survey that began with the positive solicitation request, or the closed-ended survey with no solicitation. A thirty-day experimental window time period was selected based on a balance between the costs of deploying the experiment and a forecast that ensured adequate cell sizes for the primary experimental groups.
During the experimental window, 18 days following a free trial download, 60% of users were emailed a link to a trial satisfaction survey (please note, no incentive was provided to users for completing the trial survey) and 40% of the users were not sent a survey, so they could be used as the control group for the mere solicitation contrast. Those who clicked on the link to take the survey were assigned to one of two survey paths. In the positive solicitation condition, Three days following the mailing of the survey, all trial users, whether or not they were sent the survey or accessed it, were sent a unique promotional code connected to their user account for 20% off the purchase of the software product. The promotional code could be applied to a single order of up to three software licenses and expired 30 days from the time of its mailing. We tracked purchases using customer email addresses and the unique promotional codes for 30 days following the circulation of the promotion. The total spend for each customer was used as the dependent variable in the analyses.
The firm's e-mail management software allowed us to track if the survey invitation and sales promotion emails were received and opened by respondents. Any respondents who did not receive and open the messages were excluded from the final sample to ensure that all respondents in the sample frame had experienced the manipulations (i.e., accessed the invitations as well as the sales promotion). In total, survey invitations and promotional codes were sent to and received by 8,460 customers during our experimental window; our holdout sample who did not receive the survey link, but were sent the promotional incentive, was comprised of 10,628
customers. Upon review of the survey results and CRM data provided by the firm, we identified 76 users who had already purchased the software product prior to our survey mailing, thus they were removed from the sample, resulting in a usable sample size of 8,384 customers with 49 percent of the users being assigned to the closed-ended control condition and 51 percent assigned 
Analyses and Results
The experimental design allowed us to create four groupings that provide a nested hierarchy where comparisons from the pure control group up through the positive solicitation frame treatment group could be compared to assess the effects of solicitation, measurement, and solicitation frame. As a result, the effects of each manipulation on customer spending were tested using planned contrast. The comparison groups are shown in Figure 1 . Specifically, we tested three focal contrasts to test the effects. The first contrast assessed the mere solicitation effect by comparing the group of customers who were never sent a survey invitation with customers who received the survey, but chose not to respond. The results of this contrast revealed a significant 8 We found no evidence for any selection effect between these two conditions: response rates were comparable (no significant difference) and bounce rates were also not significantly different across the two conditions. Specifically, we experienced only 1 non-complete in positive solicitation control condition (mere measurement treatment group) and 2 non-completes in positive solicitation treatment condition, thus a chi square test assessing differences in bounce rates across the conditions was not significant, p = 0.588). We also found no evidence for an elaboration effect in the positive solicitation treatment condition (word count was not significantly related to purchase behavior, r = .057, p = 0.584). Given the constraints of the partnering firm, we were not able to assess if there were selection effects related to opening of the email messages versus deleting them immediately.
solicitation effect (t = 11.45, p < .01), as the mean spend for the group of customers who were never asked to complete a survey was $0.17, while the group that received the survey, but chose not to respond was $1.27. The second contrast assessed the mere measurement effect by comparing the treatment group from the first contrast to the group of customers who opted to complete the survey and were exposed to a traditional satisfaction survey that only consisted of closed-ended questions without the positive solicitation. This contrast exhibited a significant measurement effect (t = 7.75, p < .01) as the mean spend for the survey group without the positive solicitation was $6.66 compared to the $1.27 for customers who received the invitation, 
Post Hoc Assessments
Similar to Study 1, we conducted a series of post-hoc tests to assess if the focal effect (i.e., beginning a survey with an open-ended question with a positive solicitation frame) also impacted conversion and spending conditional on conversion. However, given that our binary event of interest (purchase) was relatively rare and only occurred for 12.9% of the sample, we adopted rare events logistic regression, which Sridhar et al. (2015) advocates and was originally introduced by King and Zheng (2001) . Rare event logistic regression corrects for rare event biases and standard error inconsistency, thus providing more accurate estimates than traditional For the analyses regarding total spending conditional on conversion, we ran additional contrasts (similar to the main study) for the subset of customers who converted. The results revealed effects that were similar in size to Study 1 and directionally consistent with our proposition, but not significant (b = 10.82, p > .05). Taken together, these results suggest a similar pattern to Study 1, and it appears that the treatment's effect on total spending is driven by a combination of conversion and higher average spend after conversion, i.e., it influences both whether and how much they buy. Although directionally consistent, it is possible that the results of these post hoc analyses in the second study were not statistically significant simply due to sample size considerations, but it could be due to the fact that Study 2 featured an online survey (rather than a phone survey), thus the effects could be more subtle, or the restricted time period for the purchase window in the second study could have constrained an opportunity to identify additional spending in the treatment group in the future.
Discussion
Study 2 extends the results of the first study by demonstrating the effects of starting a
survey with an open-ended positive solicitation in an online (versus phone) survey, a B2B intentions questions on a survey can result in a substantial change in behavior (e.g., Morwitz et al. 1993; Fitzsimons and Morwitz 1996) . Our focal effects reveal that these measurement effects can be extended even further through positive solicitations. In fact, the results of the planned contrast tests reveal that total spending increased by 32.88% from the traditional closed-ended survey to the survey that starts with an open-ended positive solicitation.
General Discussion
Our two studies, a long term (1 year) B2C field experiment, and a short term (30 day higher than the closed-ended only condition. As a result, firms would either need to artificially adjust these scores downward after completing a test period to ensure continuity over time or simply make an organizational decision that these scores will represent a "new normal" going forward.
Our tracking surveys were set in a context where the majority of customers were satisfied with their experiences with the firm and thus, few customers were hitting the survey following a significant service or product failure. That said, an additional post-hoc analysis for Study 1 suggests that even those who rated the product or service quality on their current visit as "poor"
were influenced by the open-ended positive solicitation at the beginning of the survey. In the closed-ended only condition, those who rated the product quality for their current visit in the treatment period as poor (=1) Ultimately, if a firm feels comfortable with potentially influencing tracking scores and potential backlash for an occasional dissatisfied customer, adding positive solicitation frames to the beginning of post-transaction surveys appears to offer significant relational and financial benefits for firms.
Creating an opportunity for exploitation. While firms could benefit from the deployment of positive solicitation frames when making these decisions with complete information and foresight, these effects also create an opportunity for informed executives to manipulate the system. Specifically, given how subtle (and benign) a change adding a question like this appears to be to a survey, an ambitious customer experience or product management executive could implement a survey change, experience the benefits of the open-ended positive solicitation, and simply credit these bumps in spending and intentions to their leadership rather than the survey manipulation. As a result, firms must monitor closely all changes to their ongoing customer communication and feedback mechanisms to ensure that seemingly benign, unintentional edits aren't impacting performance and these performance swings are being attributed appropriately.
Potential dark side of open-ended solicitation.
While not explicitly tested in our experiments, the underlying theory explaining the benefits of positive solicitation also suggests that firms that ask customers to focus on negative aspects of the experience through questions like "What could we do to improve our service?" could be inadvertently deflating customer attitudes and future spending. While more research is needed to demonstrate this effect, the positive effects found in our study are likely to be mirrored by comparable negative effects when companies prime open-ended questions in a way that focus customers on aspects of an experience that needed improvement. Research on memory accessibility indicates that both retrieving and retelling (i.e., verbalizing) memories influences the content and salience of them (Schacter 1996) . Although we provide some evidence that the extent of verbal elaboration doesn't appear to drive the effect, future research could examine whether the effect is driven more by the presence of the question and the internal elaboration it triggers in the mind of the customer, or whether it is the actual articulation of the feedback itself that reinforces the effect. 
Conclusion
Given the importance of customer repurchase to a company's viability and the time and money spent on customer relationship management, it is surprising that companies do not manage feedback solicitation more deliberately. Although the vast majority of executives believe that the customer experience is of critical importance, only 26% report having a systematic approach to collect and evaluate feedback (Temkin and Geller 2007) . From our findings across both a B2C and B2B context, we advocate a more rigorous customer management system that goes beyond closed-ended surveys and reactively handling service failures, and instead grooms future customer behavior through proactive solicitation of open-ended positive feedback. Following the recommendations set forth by Simmons, Nelson, and Simonsohn (2011) , Appendix A provides additional details on the following issues related the research design, data collection, and analysis. In the following sections, we address each of these requirements for both Studies 1 and 2.
Rules for Terminating Data Collection

Study 1
Prior to data collection, we made the decision to run the field experiment for one fiscal quarter (3 months), and to collect customer-level purchase transaction data for one year following the end of the experimental treatment period. This decision was determined based on the requirements of the partnering firm to maintain continuity with their quarterly trend reporting, and to be able to see the effects of our experimental treatment.
Study 2
Prior to data collection we established that we would assign customers to experimental conditions for a 30 day period. This was selected as we would achieve cell sizes near 100, but also not be overly burdensome on the partnering firm for implementation. Following assignment to experimental conditions following the download of a software trial, the experimental procedure, as detailed in Figure 1 , was implemented. This resulted in employing manipulations and ultimately tracking spending for a 30 day period that corresponded with the sales promotion.
Minimum Cell Sizes
For both studies, our cell sizes far exceed the minimum requirement of 20 observations (Study 1: > 5,300 per cell and Study 2: > 90 per cell).
Listing of All Variables Collected
Several attitudinal and intentions scales were included in both Study 1 and Study 2 that are not reported in the body of the paper. Next, we discuss both the items as well as provide plots of the mean scores across experimental conditions for each study.
Study 1
In addition to measuring service quality and physical product quality, the survey also assessed net promoter scores, customer confidence, wait time satisfaction and some operational checks. Items 1-8 were measured using five-point scales. There were five other yes/no measures to assess employee compliance with service scripts and there were no significant differences in responses based on the experimental conditions. These items included: 1-"Did we offer you a promotional portrait package?" 2-"Did the associate who presented your completed portraits remember to call you by name?" 3-"Did he or she thank you and invite you to come again? 4-"Were you given a promotional offer to return at a future date?" 5-Were you made aware that you can customize your portraits and place your order on our website, ______?".
Below, we provide the item used to assess each variable and then plot mean scores for Items 1-8 across the two experimental conditions in the design.
Net Promoter Score (Overall)
1. How likely are you to recommend ________ to your friends and family?
Net Promoter Score (Photographer) 2. How likely are you to recommend your photographer to your friends and family?
Customer Confidence 3. Please rate how confident we made you feel that you were going to have a satisfying experience with us.
Wait Time Satisfaction
4. How satisfied were you with the wait time before your photo session began? (preencounter wait time)
5
. After the photo session ended, how satisfied were you with the wait time before viewing and selecting your portrait package? (in-process wait time)
Operational Checks
6. Please rate how warmly we greeted you.
7. Cleanliness of the studio 8. Appeal and variety of props and backdrops
Study 2: Mean Comparisons Across all Survey Variables and Purchase
Reporting of All Experimental Conditions
All experimental conditions are reported in the body of the manuscript.
Study 1
Specific conditions for being included in the sample:
1. Customer had to make a transaction during the three month transaction period. 2. Customer had to have completed at least one survey in the past four years.
This resulted in the following sample sizes and conditions:
Condition Sample Size Open-ended positive treatment condition 7260 No Open-ended positive condition 14468 Opted not to complete the survey during the treatment period 5338 Total 27066
Study 2
All experimental conditions are reported in the body of the manuscript. 
Discussion of Eliminated Observations
Study 1
No observations were deleted.
Study 2
Two sets of observations were eliminated from the study prior to analysis. First, we excluded respondents to whom our emails were not received or opened. This was tracked using the partnering firm's email management software. We opted for this elimination rule as it ensured that respondents included in the panel had experienced the manipulations. Ultimately, if these respondents are included, it simply results in the addition of evenly distributed "0s" across cells, thus the results are not affected. Second, we removed any respondents from the sample who had purchased the software product prior to the solicitation of the survey responses as their prior purchase pre-dated the experimental treatment.
Discussion of Covariates
Study 1
Separate models were run that removed the following covariates: average product quality, average service quality, household income, and past purchases. The following 
